Abstract
experience (i.e., severe events or conditions involving threat to life).
23
One of the first studies that aimed to observe perceived SRG following sport injury 24 was by Eileen Udry and her colleagues who conducted a program of research with injured to emerge from previous research is that while some injured athletes' perceive growth, others 1 do not. Indeed, Udry et al. (1997) reported, "One skier was unable to identify any benefits 2 associated with being injured" (p. 244). Consequently, they recommended that future The integrated model posits that both pre-and post-injury variables affect how an athlete will 8 respond to and rehabilitate from injury. Pre-injury factors comprise of personality (e.g., hardiness), history of stressors (e.g., daily hassles), coping resources (e.g., psychological 10 skills), and interventions (e.g., stress management). After an athlete has incurred an injury, 11 personal factors (e.g., personality) and situational factors (e.g., type of sport) are suggested to 12 moderate cognitive, emotional, and behavioral responses to injury, which in turn affect 13 recovery outcomes, such as returning to a higher level of functioning (e.g., perceived SRG).
14
Although this model does not explain how these pre-and post-injury factors might affect 15 perceived SRG, it does have the potential to provide a comprehensive understanding of when 16 and for whom an injury will lead to perceived SRG.
17
One personal disposition that has been conceptualized to transform stress into an 18 opportunity for growth and development is the personality trait of hardiness. Kobasa (1979) 19 observed that those individuals who experienced adversity and were able to cope effectively 20 possessed three resilient attitudes that conceptualize hardiness: commitment, control, and 21 challenge (i.e., the 3Cs). Specifically, commitment is a, "tendency to involve oneself in
22
(rather than experience alienation from) whatever one is doing or encounters" (Kobasa, 23 Maddi, & Kahn, 1982, p. 169); control is a, "tendency to feel and act as if one is influential 24 (rather than helpless) in the face of the varied contingencies of life" (Kobasa et al., 1982, p. 169); and challenge is the, "belief that change rather than stability is normal in life and that 1 the anticipation of changes are interesting incentives to growth rather than threats to security" 2 (Kobasa et al., 1982, p. 169-170). Maddi (2002) suggested that these attitudes provide the 3 courage and motivation to use the hardiness actions that transform stressful situations from 4 potential disasters into health and performance advantages. These actions cluster around three 5 behaviors and cognitions: (a) social support, (b) positive health practices, and (c) 6 transformational coping. In terms of transformational coping, for example, an individual high 7 in hardiness is suggested to take a number of progressive steps to address not only the 8 stressful event but also the strain it arouses (i.e., integration of problem-and emotion-focused 9 coping). These steps involve broadening one's perspective to lower strain responses, 10 increasing one's understanding of the stressful event and its aftermath to devise a plan-of-11 action, and implementing the plan-of-action to resolve and learn from the experience rather 12 than avoiding it (Maddi, 2002) .
13
The few researchers who have explored the effect of hardiness in the context of sport 14 injury have revealed that it can facilitate athletes' recovery. In 1990, Grove, Stewart, and
15
Gordon found that hardiness was negatively related to mood disturbance following injury, 16 and Ford, Eklund, and Gordon (2000) observed a negative association with time-loss from 17 injury (i.e., those higher in hardiness returned to sport sooner than their counterparts). Despite 18 these preliminary isolated studies, only recently has hardiness been explored systematically. 19 Wadey, Evans, Hanton, and Neil (2012a, 2012b) examined hardiness throughout the sport 20 injury process (i.e., the prediction of, and response to, sport injury). In terms of responses to 21 injury, the authors were interested in examining the effect hardiness has on injured athletes' 22 psychological responses and coping strategies over time. Post-injury findings revealed those 23 individuals higher in hardiness used transformational coping throughout their recovery.
24
Specifically, they coped with their injury in three progressive phases: (a) re-evaluated their injury and own thoughts (e.g., imagined how their injury could be worse), which lowered 1 their strain responses and enabled problem-focused coping; (b) increased their understanding 2 of their injury and the recovery process, which allowed them to form a realistic, yet 3 progressive rehabilitation program; and (c) executed the program to resolve and transform 4 their experience from a potentially debilitating encounter into an opportunity for growth and 5 development. Although this program of research did find athletes higher in hardiness to 6 report that they had experienced perceived growth, it is important to acknowledge that this 7 was not the central aim of these studies. In terms of the relationship hardiness and perceived 8 growth therefore, the findings are tentative and descriptive rather than explanatory.
9
Taken together, two main themes can be synthesized from the research that has 10 explored perceived growth in a sport injury context to-date. First, the majority of athletes' 11 perceive they gain positive changes following their injury experiences, whether these changes 12 reflect 'actual' growth is another research question altogether. However, one issue with this 13 theme is that all the research that has been conducted to-date has used qualitative inquiry; Coping. Brief COPE (Carver, 1997) was used to assess coping. The questionnaire 10 was a situation-specific version, which asked the participants to reflect on the coping 11 strategies they used throughout their sport injury experience. This scale consists of 14 12 subscales and 28 items (2 items for each subscale), which are rated from 1 (I did not do this 13 at all) to 4 (I did this a lot). However, in line with the second hypothesis, only problem-and 14 emotion-focused coping scales were used in this study (cf. Carver, 1997). Cronbach's alpha to discuss the nature of the study, and whether they would be willing to provide access to 24 potential participants. It was explained that the participants needed to fit the following criteria: (a) experienced an injury through sport (i.e., injuries sustained in training or 1 competition) rather than outside of sport (e.g., everyday accidents). This criterion helped to 2 define and delimit the nature of our sample, especially considering our interest in perceived strapping or protective garments) for training and competition purposes were not classified as 8 injuries in this study; and (c) returned to sport in the previous two-years (i.e., 24 months). 
11
All Universities and sports clubs who were contacted agreed to take part in the study.
12
A suitable time and place to administer the questionnaires was discussed. Those who agreed 
Data analysis

22
Data was analyzed using SPSS 19.0 and involved four stages. First, the data was 
Results
23
Means and Standard Deviations
The means, standard deviations, and correlations for the study's variables are 1 presented in 
Main Analysis
9
Coefficients reveal hardiness (r = .36, p < .05), commitment (r = .33, p < .05), control 10 (r = .27, p < .05), and challenge (r = .30, p < .05) had a significant positive relationship with 11 perceived SRG. These findings suggest that those higher in hardiness are more likely to 12 experience growth following sport injury. Follow-up multiple mediator models (Figures 1-4 provide a comprehensive understanding of when and for whom an injury will lead to 10 perceived SRG, it fails to explain how or why this occurs. Indeed, the integrated model is not 11 a theory, and therefore cannot explain the mechanisms by which some athletes high and low
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in certain dispositions such as hardiness perceive SRG and others do not. With the absence of 13 a context-specific theory to explain the underlying processes that lead to perceived SRG, this 14 study set out to explore the mediators of this relationship based upon hardiness research.
15
The second hypothesis was only partially supported, with the findings revealing that transform a potentially debilitating situation into an opportunity for growth (Maddi, 2002) .
21
However, a potential explanation for this finding is that we only assessed one criterion 22 variable in this study. For example, it might be that problem-focused coping strategies help emotional disclosure, the athletes were able to reappraise their stressor, which then lead to a 18 number of perceived positive outcomes (e.g., increased passion or motivation for their sport).
19
As with all research, this study had a number of strengths and limitations. The main 20 strength was that it was the first study to explore perceived SRG in a sport injury context 21 using a cross-sectional design, which provides a more generalizable set of findings than 22 previous qualitative findings. Another strength of this study is that we have an excellent 23 sample size, and composition of sample pool with regard to the timing and severity of injury.
24
Some previous studies have reported including minor injuries (i.e., one-day away from training or competition) and those that date back over 10 years to increase their sample size; 1 however, these have obvious limitations (e.g., memory recall). Finally, the current study also 
Study variables
Note. *p < .05; **p < .01 Table 2 .
Means, standard deviation, and correlation among study variables Figure 1 . Coefficients representing effects of hardiness on coping and perceived stressrelated growth *p < .05, **p <.01; ***p <.001 Figure 2 . Coefficients representing effects of challenge on coping and perceived stressrelated growth *p < .05, **p <.01; ***p <.001 Figure 3 . Coefficients representing effects of commitment on coping and perceived stressrelated growth *p < .05, **p <.01; ***p <.001 Figure 4 . Coefficients representing effects of control on coping and perceived stress-related growth *p < .05, **p <.01; ***p <.001
